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REASONS FOR DECISION

This is an application by James Roach pursuant to s. 21.7(1) of the Securities Act for standing to appeal to the Ontario
Securities Commission the decision of the Investment Dealers Association of Canada (“IDA”) regarding Barney Connolly,
released on December 21, 2000.

On the consent of counsel for the IDA and counsel for staff of the Commission, the Commission granted the request of
Roach filed on October 7, 2001 to conduct the hearing of this matter in writing pursuant to Rule 5 of the Commission’s Rules
of Practice.  Written submissions were made by Roach, counsel for Connolly, counsel for the IDA and counsel for staff of
the Commission.  Roach submitted written reply to the submissions of the IDA and Commission staff.

In that Roach was not a party to the matter before the IDA, in order to obtain standing to appeal he must be a person “directly
affected” by the decision.  In In the Matter of Instinet Corporation (1995), 18 OSCB 5439, this Commission determined that
the issue of standing would be determined as a preliminary matter.  It further set out a four-part test to be considered in
determining whether an applicant is “directly affected” as required by s.21.7(1) of the Securities Act in order to have standing
to appeal.

Having considered the four-part test, we have determined as a preliminary matter that this application does not satisfy the
test.  Accordingly, the application is dismissed.

March 18, 2002.
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